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Abstract 
 
This study examines the relationship between student-athletes’ personality traits 
and satisfaction with their collegiate coaching experience, as guided by vocational 
research and theory on job satisfaction and turnover. Specifically, this study was designed 
to examine both broad and narrow personality traits in relation to student-athletes’ 
satisfaction across four dimensions of the student-athlete/coach relationship and to 
explore intent to transfer as a dependent of these variables. This study is an expansion of 
a previous study investigation of personality and satisfaction with coaching (Levy, 
Alexander, & Lounsbury, under review). A national sample of NCAA Division I, II, and 
III collegiate student-athletes was surveyed (N=239). Findings demonstrated that 
personality traits of emotional stability and optimism, in addition to the demographic 
variables academic classification and role on the team, significantly predicted satisfaction 
with coaching experience, accounting for over 13% of the variance. Additionally, 
satisfaction with coaching along with the personality traits emotional stability, 
extraversion and openness significantly predicted intent to transfer, accounting for close 
to 19% of the variance.  
The results of this study offer valuable insight into variables that significantly 
influence the satisfaction of student-athletes and contribute to their retention. Theory of 
Work Adjustment and the Attraction-Selection-Attrition model support these findings 
(Juntunen & Even, 2012; Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995). Practical implications 
and may include developmental programming, coaching education, and recruitment 
processes that incorporate measures of personality and satisfaction as a means for 
improving the experience and retention of this special population. Directions for future 
research and limitations of the current study are discussed.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of the proposed study was to explore the relationship between 
student-athletes’ personality traits and satisfaction with their collegiate coaching 
experience. Specifically, this study was designed to examine both broad and narrow 
personality traits in relation to student-athletes’ satisfaction across four dimensions of the 
student-athlete/coach relationship. This study is an expansion of a previous study 
investigation of personality and satisfaction with coaching for one NCAA Division I 
Track and Field team (Levy, Alexander, & Lounsbury, under review). Results from this 
study indicated that four broad traits and two narrow traits related to satisfaction with 
coaching, with three personality traits (Extraversion, Optimism, and Self-Directed 
Learning) contributing significant independent variance explained. The current study will 
broadened its scope nationally to include student-athletes across a variety of collegiate 
sports to explore the generalizability of the previous findings and to examine possible 
relations between student-athlete’s personal styles and satisfaction with their coaches. 
Additionally, questions inquiring about student athletes’ intent to transfer to another 
institution (i.e. retention status) were added for the purpose of investigating the potential 
link between student-athlete satisfaction and potential for transfer. This is an area within 
which well-documented concern warrants further research.  
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
Collegiate-Athletes 
College student-athletes represent a unique sample of the collegiate student body.  
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) boasts that roughly 400,000 of the 
nation’s 15 million annually enrolled college students are student-athletes. While student-
athletes represent less than 3% of the overall college population, they are a highly visible 
part of most university’s student body. However, although collegiate athletics have 
become an integral part of the campus life at many American universities, research about 
these athletic participants is infrequent in almost all areas.  
While the NCAA is clear about the role of collegiate student-athletes as being just 
that, students and athletes, the athlete experience often reflects that of job. McCormick 
and McCormick (2006) go so far as to assert that student-athletes “meet the legal 
standard of employee,” based on interviews with current and former college student-
athletes that suggest that their athletic experiences meet the standard of labor, through 
“both common law test and statutory test” (p.71). Though this allegation is currently ripe 
with debate, there is no doubt that the demands and obligations assumed by student-
athletes speak to the unique nature of their collegiate experience. The unique nature of 
these students’ roles within their universities makes this population ripe for inquiry. 
Student-athletes are put in a position to balance a collegiate career full of exceptional 
performance and academic pressures, time demands, physical fatigue, emotional strain, 
and discrimination due to their athletic status. The “marriage” between athletics and 
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academics is often the source of many student-athletes’ difficulties (Jolly, 2008).  Much 
of the research about that exists about student-athletes is restricted to performance 
enhancement interventions. Less research has explored aspects of these student-athlete’s 
lives outside of this area. Additionally, the majority of research within a mental health or 
psychological domain is limited to eating disorders, steroid use, or emotional states 
related to performance (Denny & Steiner, 2009).  
For a student-athlete, the decision-making process to attend a particular university 
is likely to be quite different than that of a traditional student. In addition to academic 
factors, a student-athlete’s choice of university is often influenced by the strength of the 
athletic program, expected playing time, and team cohesion (Crom, Warren, Clark, 
Marolla & Gerber, 2009). The decision-making process is likely to be even more 
complex for prospective scholarship athletes, those who for all intents and purposes are 
‘paid’ for their sport participation. Studies by the NCAA suggests that across all Division 
I sports, student-athletes overwhelmingly report athletic reasons over academic reasons 
when considering their decision to attend their current college. For student-athletes 
athletics participation is the highest rated reason (roughly 80% responding agree or 
strongly agree) for attending their current institution over academic offerings/reputation, 
proximity to home, proximity to significant other, social scene/friends, and other peoples’ 
expectations. It is obvious that student-athletes regard their presupposed athletic 
experience very highly.  
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Retention/Commitment to Sport 
It has been noted that the head coach is among the most important factors in the 
student-athlete’s initial decision-making process and invariably in their retention (Rivera, 
2004; Crom et al., 2009). Results of the NCAA GOALS and SCORE studies (2010) 
suggest that student athletes decisions to attend a particularly university are highly 
influenced by the particular coach with whom they will work. In the 2010 GOALS study 
conducted by the NCAA, between 40 and 60 percent of the nearly 20,000 student-athletes 
surveyed said it was unlikely that they would have chosen the same institution if a 
different coach had been in place; this implies that roughly half of student-athletes make 
decisions to attend their university largely based on the coach at that particularly school. 
Interestingly, men’s and women’s basketball players were most likely to tie their decision 
to the coach. Additionally, student-athletes cite wanting to change their coach or some 
aspect of their relationship with the coach over any other part of their athletic experience, 
with female student-athletes (16%) acknowledging this sentiment more often than males 
(7%).  
Once student-athletes matriculate into their universities, the major concerns 
become their development and retention within their sport. MacNamara and Collins 
(2010) assert that talent development and long-term athletic success are often at the 
mercy of a successful transition between stages of the athletic career, and a change in 
coach was identified by college athletes as being an outstanding feature in the transition 
to their university. According to the NCAA, student-athletes were also likely to report 
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that their perceptions of the athletics experience in college were less accurate than their 
pre-college expectations.  
Interestingly, student-athletes have higher overall graduation rates than traditional 
students (Rishe, 2003). Therefore, of interest in this case is not of graduation statistics 
particularly but the potential for transferring schools (and hence sport teams) or leaving 
their sport all together. Student-athletes are likely to have a number of different factors 
that influence their commitment to an academic institution above and beyond those of 
traditional students. Though traditional college student retention is a widely researched 
area, it seems that there is limited research about the causes for attrition of college student 
athletes. If a student-athlete desires a transfer to another institution and also wishes to 
continue to play their sport at this new institution, the NCAA requires that a number of 
rules and regulations be respected to ensure their eligibility. Although it is known that a 
significant number of student-athletes choose to pursue a transfer, we can only speculate 
what motivated them to do so, as the NCAA does not record reasons for doing so. Still 
others choose to remain at their institution but leave their sport and forfeit their 
eligibility, in addition to potential scholarships, benefits, and resources provided as part 
of being student athlete.  
One common model of student-athlete retention identifies an “environmental pull 
factor” as influencing the attitude that ultimately decides the fate of the student-athlete’s 
retention (Rivera, 2004, p. 34). More specifically, the coach-athlete relationship as an 
environmental factor has been deemed to be of vast importance in a student-athlete’s 
decision to stay in school. “Having a coach who helps me achieve my athletic goals” 
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received the highest mean score in this study of variables deemed important for a student-
athlete’s retention (Rivera, 2004, p. 193). Academic preparedness, social integration, and 
institutional commitment are also likely influences on student-athletes retention. (Ferris, 
Finster, & McDonald, 2004; Person & LeNoir, 1997; Harper, 2009). It is significant to 
note, however, that a match between a student’s characteristics and those of the 
institution is vital in understanding student attrition (DesJardins, Ahlburg, & McCall, 
1998). It stands to reason, therefore, that the match between a student-athlete and her 
environment is also likely to contribute to her decision to remain at a given university.  
Student-Athlete Satisfaction  
The NCAA has become increasingly interested with the satisfaction of student-
athletes, and recent research from the GOALS and SCORE studies revealed that only 
29% of student-athletes reports being completely satisfied with their athletics experience. 
Interestingly, these satisfaction rates were higher among student-athletes who had 
graduated from their university than those who had not. 
A strong relationship between satisfaction and intent to remain in the relationship 
was found in college student roommate pairs (Bono, Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002). 
Wylleman (2000) suggested there is insufficient emphasis on the importance of 
interpersonal relationships in sport, and furthering the research in this area may have 
significant implications for athletic achievement and levels of enjoyment. Dissatisfaction 
with coaching behaviors has been associated with psychological need thwarting, the 
feelings that arise when individuals perceived their psychological needs to be actively 
undermined by others (Bartholomew, Ntoumanis, Ryan, Bosch, & Thgersen-Ntoumani, 
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2011). Need thwarting on the part of the athlete has in turn been associated with lower 
well-being as measured by decreased daily satisfaction, increased disordered eating, and 
increased burnout (Bartholomew et al., 2011). The strongest predictor of athletes’ need 
thwarting was perceived coach control. Controlling behaviors by the coach, in individual 
in a position of authority, are likely to decrease feelings of personal autonomy in athletes 
and negatively predict need satisfaction. When considering personality-environment fit, it 
is likely that athletes whose personality styles predispose them to need increased feelings 
of autonomy (i.e. self-directed learners) would be especially at risk for dissatisfaction and 
all its associated detriments. 
Person-Environment Fit Theory 
Person-environment fit theory
 
(P-E fit) maintains that individuals seek out, are 
satisfied with, and are more successful in work or other contextual environments where 
there is a good “fit” between their individual characteristics (i.e., abilities and 
personality) and environmental demands (Holland, 1996). The examination of person-
environment fit is an integral component in increasing satisfaction and productivity in a 
variety of settings (Nauta, 2010). Referring back to Holland’s model of person-
environment fit, introducing a person within a vocation in which “interests, preferred 
activities, beliefs, abilities, values, and characteristics” are congruent with the nature of 
the work and those who work in the same environment may have positive implications 
for “job satisfaction, stability, and performance” (Nauta, 2010, p. 11). In the field of 
vocational research, use of the Big Five model to examine personnel selection, and job 
commitment, job satisfaction, and life satisfaction based on person-environment fit is 
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common (Heller, Warson, & Ilies, 2004; Juntunen & Even, 2012; Lounsbury, Park, 
Sundstrom, Williamson, & Pemberton, 2004; Schmit & Ryan, 1993), and within work 
domains, satisfaction has been linked to retention and productivity (Levy & Lounsbury, 
2011). Theory of Work Adjustment in particular is concerned with satisfaction and its 
influence on tenure (i.e. commitment to the work environment) (Juntunen & Even, 2012). 
In this model the person’s satisfaction with her ability to fulfill her work requirements 
moderates the relationship between ability and the satisfactoriness of the work 
environment with the individual’s performance. Personality style is also believed to 
moderate the prediction of both satisfaction and satisfactoriness (Juntenen, & Even, 
2012). Relational vocational theories stress that “the quality and nature of relationships 
are assumed to provide resources necessary for effective negotiation of work-related 
tasks” (Juntunen & Even, 2012). The Attraction-Selection-Attrition (ASA) model of 
vocational decision making suggests that “individuals will be attracted to organisations 
where the modal personality is most similar to their own…organizations tend to hire 
individuals that are most similar to the organisation’s current members…[and] over time, 
individuals whose personalities do not ‘fit’ with other employees will be more likely to 
leave, voluntarily or involuntarily” (Slaughter, Stanton, Mohr, Schoel, 2005, p. 422).  
Hence, vocational psychology can contribute immensely to our understanding of 
productivity, satisfaction, and decision-making within performance domains, such as the 
athletics. 
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Personality Theory in Sport 
Early research and application of personality theory in athletic domains led to 
skepticism about the validity of the potential of personality assessment in this domain and 
has had an unfortunate and lasting effect on the dearth of research in this field (Jackson, 
Dimmock, Gucciardi, & Grove, 2011). A reductionist approach to personality research 
led the majority of researchers to look for personality predictors of performance, and no 
clear findings in this regard have been found (Beauchamp, Maclachlan, & Lothian, 
2005). Additionally, purely descriptive data, such as that which identifies personality 
characteristics of basketball players for example, proved to be limited and generally not 
useful (Hardman, 1973). Personality research that focuses on prediction and intervention 
is is likely to be more useful in the world of sport, and trends indicate that intervention 
based research has increased largely due to interest in applied sport psychology (Vealey, 
1992). Personality research now has largely turned its focus toward what factors mediate 
or moderate the relationship between personality and performance. Personality theory 
research couched within the framework of the Big Five trait model personality has 
spurred a resurgence of research and presents an “empirically-
derived…comprehensive…[and] psychometrically robust measurement tool” for 
examining human functioning and behavior across diverse settings (Jackson et al., 2011, 
pp. 222-223). The interpersonal nature of sport spotlights the necessity of continued 
research in the area of “trait-based research [to explore} relational outcomes in athletics 
endeavors” (Jackson et al., 2011, p. 223).  
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Much research suggests individual differences among athletes may greatly 
influence the overall fit between an athlete and her environment (Sheldon & Eccles, 
2005; Denny & Steiner, 2008; Parham, 1993). Among student-athletes internal factors 
tend to be stronger predictors of happiness than do external factors; this is a finding 
consistent with personality research suggesting positive personality traits contribute to a 
person’s happiness even during adverse circumstances (Denny & Steiner, 2009). 
Additionally, the personality trait optimism has been found to predict both coping and 
adjustment among college student-athletes (Gaudreau & Blondin, 2004). 
 Jackson, Dimmock, Guicciardi, and Grove  (2011) found that the personality 
traits of conscientiousness agreeableness in one member of the coach-athlete dyad 
predicted higher relationship commitment not only for that individual but also for the 
other person in the partnership. Agreeableness was predictive of a similar effect on 
relatedness. Neuroticism in athletes was found to lower the level of commitment to the 
coach-athlete relationship. In this particularly study is easy to see how the fit between 
coach and athlete relies in part on the dynamics and interplay between the personalities 
involved. Since a compatible coach-athlete fit is important for the athletes’ commitment 
and relatedness, interaction preferences that are perceived to be incompatible are likely to 
emerge as an environmental obstacle to success. According to Jackson et al. (2011):  
One can readily envisage how relationship quality may be undermined when a 
highly open athlete who seeks to explore novel tactics and training methods, 
favors democratic instruction, values flexibility, and thrives on discussion, works 
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alongside an authoritarian, inflexible, autocratic coach who fails to recognize the 
athlete’s perspective (i.e. low openness. (p. 227)    
Coach-Athlete Fit 
While survival of the fittest may seem an appropriate mantra for competitive 
athletic arenas, it seems important in the context of athlete development to truly examine 
what ‘fittest’ infers, since an athlete who doesn’t have a good fit with her environment 
may not reach her true potential. One head basketball coach remarks on the importance of 
fit between the players’ personalities and the coaching environment in the context of a 32 
game losing streak, noting that group of optimistic new players combined with highly 
motivating coaching style finally combined to produce a winning season (Barker, 2003). 
In this case the losing record of the team was neither reflective of the coach’s nor the 
athletes’ potential but was illustrative of a mismatch within the athletic environment. A 
positive player-coach relationship was necessary in this particular situation for the 
motivational style of the coach to be effective.  
The coach-athlete relationship is recognized as having the potential to foster 
athletes’ technical and performance capabilities, character development, sport enjoyment, 
and prolonged participation (Jackson, Dimmock, Guicciardi, & Grove, 2011). The 
benefits of increasing the quality of the coach-athlete relationship have been cited 
extensively (Amorose & Horn, 2000; Rivera, 2004; Wylleman, 2000), and these findings 
may have practical implications within the athletic arena specifically in regards to 
recruitment, retention, and performance. Ghaye, Lee, Shaw, and Chesterfield (2009) 
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suggest that high quality connections at the coach-athlete level may actually be at the 
heart of improving performance.  
Personality traits have been shown to act as a type of filter for a number of 
interpersonal outcomes. Jowett and Nezlek (2011) found that coach-athlete 
interdependence, conceptualized as the standard for which partners’ evaluations of their 
relationship are based on comparing alternatives for the basis of deciding to remain in or 
leave the relationship, was positively associated with sport satisfaction. They assert that 
“to be satisfied coaches and athletes may have to establish interdependence to act as a 
buffer against actual or potential stress, particularly in high-level competition” (Jowett & 
Nezlek, 2011, p.296).  
Other research suggests that factors related to student-athletes’ states of intrinsic 
motivation, perceived competence, autonomy, and relatedness are also associated with 
preferred coaching behaviors and styles (Amorose & Horn, 2000; Hollembeak & 
Amorose, 2005). It has also been noted, however, that student-athletes tend to have 
differing preferences when considering their coach's behavioral and leadership styles 
(Beam, Serwatka, & Wilson, 2004). For example, high performance coaching is 
associated with more stable coach-athlete relationships, among other factors, suggesting a 
link between performance and interpersonal coach-athlete dynamics (Mallett & Côté, 
2006). Additionally, within the context of the coach-athlete dyad, a positive association 
between relationship interdependence and sport-related satisfaction was found to be 
stronger for higher level competitors (Jowett & Nezlek, 2011). This misfit between the 
coach and athlete may lead to a myriad of problems within the athletic working 
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environment, which may include, but are not limited to, dissatisfaction, attrition, mental 
health disturbance, and poor performance (Weathington, Alexander, & Rodebaugh 2010; 
Rivera, 2004; Smith, Ntoumanis, & Duda, 2010; Nauta, 2010). Based on these findings, 
one can assume that even if an athlete is quite talented, she may still have difficulty 
maximizing her potential if incompatibility exists between the coaching style and the 
athletes’ personality.  
Since both external and internal variables have been identified as significant in 
maximizing the student-athlete experience, it is important to now consider the fit between 
both the athlete and her or his environment. It is obvious that the quality of the student-
athlete’s perceived experience is vital in maximizing their potential and ensuring their 
retention at the university and within the team, and since the perceived coach-athlete 
relationship has been noted as crucial to a variety of processes as part of the athletic 
experience, it has been proposed that the fit between student-athlete and coach is a much 
needed area of investigation. Bowes and Jones (2006) propose a theory of coaching that 
is flexible and dynamic and in which both coach and athlete take on adaptable roles of 
teacher and learner in an attempt to work more capably with each other within ever 
changing, often chaotic environments.  
When considering talent development in young athletes, personality research has had 
mixed results in predicting performance, and Morris (2000) suggests instead that 
psychological skills training is a more appropriate and effective way to address 
psychological variability in athletes. In youth populations, training coaches to increase 
certain behaviors and to decrease others has been shown to influence the quality of the 
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coach-athlete relationship as well as the overall structure of the sport setting/environment 
(Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006). Other research on coach education proposes more focus 
on actions of the individual in an effort to understand the interpersonal workings within 
the social collective culture that is athletics (Bowes & Jones, 2006). It has been suggested 
that while countless studies have been done in the area of coaching, most have fallen 
short of being able to capture the complex nature of this role; this has left room in the 
research to explore more effective ways to guide coaches’ actions (Bowes & Jones, 
2006). Coaches and researchers alike, however, recognize the importance of exploring 
coach-athlete fit. As head high school basketball coach Cliff Barker (2003) asserts:  
A positive bond between players and coaches will produce a psychologically 
sounds approach to a successful program. The final two pieces of the coaching 
puzzle involve the individual differences in personality and the interpretations of 
the teaching environment. Every successful leader and teacher must recognize the 
individual differences in thought, feeling, and behavior associated with social 
interaction. It will help him develop a positive interaction within the group, 
motivate the individual, and ensure a full contribution to the team effort. (p. 71) 
Team sports add an additional layer to the complexity of person-environment fit. When 
considering group dynamics in sport, Beauchamp, Maclachlan, and Lothian (2005) 
recommended that a knowledge of “self as well as the patterns of preference that 
characterize those with whom one interacts” is necessary for improved interaction (p. 
203). Recognizing personality based differences may provide coaches and other support 
staff with valuable information that can assist in maximizing whatever potential they 
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have for intervention and accommodation of student-athletes’ needs, bridging the gap 
between coaching style and athletes’ preferred behaviors (Beauchamp et al., 2005). This 
mutuality within the coach-athlete dyad has the potential for producing reciprocal effects 
of one personality on the other in this working relationship, such that a coach’s 
perception of an athlete and thus treatment of this athlete is bolstered by the athlete’s 
desirable traits and vice versa (Jackson, Dimmock, Gucciardi, & Grove, 2011). Thus, 
while personality similarity may not be an absolute necessity in fostering a healthy 
working relationship, personality compatibility is likely to increase commitment of both 
partners and to elicit mutually satisfactory experiences (Jackson et al., 2011).  
In regards to coaching as leadership role, research suggests that people's personal 
traits and preferences influence the ways in which they respond to leadership behaviors, 
stressing the importance of the “match between leaders' behaviors and followers' values” 
(Van Kleef, Homan, Beersma, & van Knippenberg, 2010, p. 2). Since preferences are 
“theorized to result from both dispositional and situational factors” (Beauchamp 
Maclachlan, & Lothian 2005, p. 210), the person-environment fit is likely to have to have 
a major impact on the preferences that both an athlete and a coach are likely to have in 
regards to the dynamics of their working relationship. Just as coaching behaviors are 
influenced by individual differences in coaches, athlete behaviors and perceptions are 
also influenced by individual differences in athletes (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006). 
However, it is important to consider that within the arena of athletics, especially 
elite/professional or collegiate level, personality compatibility between a coach and her 
athletes is never guaranteed and may actually be the exception rather than the rule. 
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Awareness of these potential differences and their implications for the working 
relationship is an area that psychological consultation is likely to be helpful in fostering a 
mutually satisfying and productive environment for both coach and athlete. As noted by 
Carl Jung, early pioneer of personality theory, “the meeting of two personalities is like 
the contact of two chemical substances: if there is any reaction, both are transformed.”  
Current Study 
Based on previous findings and a thorough review of the literature, I sought to 
address the following research questions: 
Research Question 1 (R1): Do gender, race/ethnicity, academic classification (i.e., 
Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, Senior), and role on the team (i.e., active participant in 
100% of matches; participant in less than 100% of matches, but more than 50% of 
matches; and participant in less than 50% of matches) of student-athletes relate to 
satisfaction with their collegiate coaching experience (hereafter referred to as satisfaction 
with coaching)? 
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Gender and race/ethnicity will not significantly relate to 
satisfaction with coaching.  
H2: Academic classification and role on the team will be positively related to 
satisfaction  
with coaching. 
R2. Do student-athletes’ broad personality traits (as defined by the Big Five Personality 
Traits: Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Extraversion, and 
Openness) and narrow traits of Optimism, Self-Directed Learning, and Work Drive relate 
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to student-athletes’ satisfaction with their collegiate coaching experience, above that 
which is already explained by demographic variables? 
H3: Four of the Big Five traits (Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, 
Extraversion, and Openness) and all of the narrow traits will be positively related 
to satisfaction with coaching. Agreeableness will not be significantly related to 
satisfaction with coaching. This hypothesis is based on the findings of Levy et al. 
(under review). 
H4: The linear combination of the Big Five traits will predict a significant amount  
of variance explained in satisfaction with coaching. 
H5: The narrow traits will add a significant amount of variance explained in  
satisfaction with coaching, above that of the Big Five traits (Lounsbury, Smith, et  
al., 2009; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001). 
R3: Does student-athletes’ satisfaction with coaching relate to their intent to transfer from 
their current institution? 
H6: Satisfaction with coach will be significantly related to intention to transfer. 
R4: Do student-athletes’ broad and narrow personality traits contribute additional 
variance in predicting intent to transfer, above that already explained by satisfaction with 
coaching? 
H7: The Big Five will add a significant amount of variance explained in intent  
to transfer. 
H8: The narrow traits will add a significant amount of variance explained in  
intent to transfer. 
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Chapter 3  
Methods 
Participants 
 Participants were solicited from four-year universities with NCAA Division I, II, 
or III athletic programs. The study was open to all varsity intercollegiate student-athletes, 
who were at least 18 years of age. No other demographic variables limited one’s 
eligibility to participate, including, but not limited to, sex/gender, race/ethnicity, national 
origin, sexual orientation, or academic class status (e.g., Freshman, Sophomore, etc.). A 
total of 239 student-athletes volunteered to complete the study. The mean age for the 
sample was 20.13 years (range 18-27). Two outlying cases were removed due their data 
entries being over the NCAA eligibility limit for athletic participants. Appropriately 68% 
of participants were female (n=162) and 32% of participants were male (n=77). 
Regarding academic classification, 20.1% were Freshmen (n=48); 25.5% were 
Sophomores (n=61); 21.8% were Juniors (n=52); 29.7% were Seniors (n=71); and 2.1% 
were graduate students (n=5). When asked to describe their role on their current team, 
72.4% of participants (n= 168) endorsed being active participant(s) in 100% of matches 
(i.e. starter or 2
nd
 string), 17.2 % (n=40) endorsed participating in less than 100% but 
more than 50% of matches (i.e. major contributor, 3
rd
 string), 7.3% (n=17) endorsed 
participating in less than 50% of matches (i.e. contributor), and 3.0% (n=7) endorsed 
their role as ‘other’. With respect to race/ethnicity, 74.5% identified as White/Non-
Hispanic (n=178), 7.5% identified as Black/African American (n=18); 7.5% identified as 
Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander (n=18); 5.0% identified as Hispanic/Latina(o) 
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(n=12); 2.5% identified as Multiracial/Biracial (n=6), and 2.1% identified with Other 
(n=5). The majority of participants were student-athletes at Division I universities 
(81.2%; n=194) followed by Division III (15.9%; n=38) and Division II (.8%; n=2) 
respectively. Mean GPA of participants was 3.35. Frequencies for participants by sport 
endorsed are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Frequencies of Participants by Sport 
 
Sport     N   Percentage of total  
Archery    0    0.0% 
Badminton    0    0.0% 
Baseball    7    2.9% 
Basketball    7    2.9% 
Bowling    0    0.0% 
Cross Country    33    13.8% 
Equestrian    0    0.0% 
Fencing    6    2.5% 
Field Hockey    0    0.0% 
Football    12    5.0% 
Golf     12    5.0% 
Gymnastics    0    0.0% 
Ice Hockey    7    2.9% 
Lacrosse    2    0.8% 
Rifle     0    0.0% 
Rowing    14    5.9% 
Sailing     0    0.0% 
Synchronized Swimming  0    0.0% 
Swimming/Diving   14    27.2% 
Team Handball   0    0.0% 
Tennis     12    5.0% 
Indoor Track    65    27.2% 
Outdoor Track   71    29.7% 
Volleyball    12    5.0% 
Water Polo    6    2.5% 
Wrestling    2    0.8% 
Note. N= 234; 83.7% of participants (n=200) endorsed being single-sport athletes; 14.2% 
of participants (n=34) endorsed being multi-sport athletes. 
 
Measures 
 Personality: The Personal Style Inventory for College Students (PSI; Lounsbury 
& Gibson, 2008) was used to measure the Big Five personality traits and several narrow 
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personality traits found to be predictive of college-student development and success. 
Scale development, norms, reliability, criterion-related validity, and construct validity 
information for the PSI can be found in Lounsbury, Tatum, et al. (2003) and Lounsbury 
and Gibson (2008). The following are brief descriptions of the personality traits measured 
by the PSI, along with the internal consistency reliability coefficients:  
 Big Five Personality Traits: Agreeableness is defined as being pleasant, equable, 
participative, cooperative, and inclined to interact with other harmoniously (Cronbach’s 
alpha= .74). Conscientiousness is defined as being reliable, trustworthy, orderly, 
dependable, organized, and rule-following (Cronbach’s alpha= .81). Emotional stability 
is defined as the overall level of adjustment and emotional resilience in the face of stress 
and pressure. This is conceptualized as the inverse of neuroticism (Cronbach’s alpha= 
.71). Extraversion is defined as having a tendency to be sociable, outgoing, gregarious, 
warmhearted, expressive, and talkative (Cronbach’s alpha= .86). Openness is defined as 
receptivity to learning, new experiences, novelty, and change (Cronbach’s alpha= .77).  
 Narrow Personality Traits: Optimism is defined as having an upbeat, hopeful 
outlook, especially concerning plans, prospects, people, and the future, even in the face of 
difficulty and adversity; a tendency to minimize problems and persist in the face of 
setbacks (Cronbach’s alpha= .81). Sense of Identity is defined as having strong sense of 
one’s purpose, goals, and directions in life; having a clear sense of self (Cronbach’s 
alpha= .85). Self-Directed Learning is defined as taking responsibility for conducting 
learning activities in an autonomous, self-reliant manner without direction or guidance 
from teachers, parents, or others (Cronbach’s alpha= .82). Work Drive is defined as being 
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hard-working, industrious, and inclined to put in long hours and time and effort to 
achieve at a high level in school and other pursuits (Cronbach’s alpha= .85) 
 Satisfaction with Coaching: The Athletic Satisfaction Questionnaire (Riemer & 
Chelladurai, 1998) is a multidimensional scale designed to measure an athlete’s 
satisfaction with their athletic experience. For the purposes of this study, the sub-scales 
directly related to experience with coaching were utilized: Ability Utilization measures 
satisfaction with how the coach uses and/or maximizes the individual athlete’s talents 
and/or abilities (Cronbach’s alpha= .90). Strategy measures strategic and tactical 
decisions made by the coach (Cronbach’s alpha= .96). Personal Treatment measures 
satisfaction with those coaching behaviors which directly affect the individual, yet 
indirectly affect team development, including social support and positive feedback 
(Cronbach’s alpha= .95). Training and Instruction measures satisfaction with training 
and instruction provided by the coach (Cronbach’s alpha= .93). Coaching Satisfaction 
Total includes the previous four dimensions together (Cronbach’s alpha= .97) 
Intent to Transfer. To assess participants’ commitment to their current university 
and sport, participants were asked to respond to following questions on a six-point Likert-
type scale (1—strongly disagree to 6—strongly agree): “I am currently considering 
transferring from my current academic institution to another academic institution.” For 
responses of “agree” or “strongly agree,” participants were given the follow-up question: 
“I plan to continue to play my current sport if I transfer to a new institution.” For 
responses of “disagree” or “strongly disagree,” participants were given the follow-up 
question: “In the past I have considered transferring to another academic institution.” The 
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next question asked of all participants was: “I plan to remain at my current university and 
pursue professional athletics upon completion of my collegiate athletic career.” 
Procedure 
 After receiving human subjects’ approval from the author’s university 
Institutional Review Board, an internet survey was be launched using a secure survey 
distribution website managed by UT Office of Information Technology. Solicitations for 
volunteer participation were distributed using university athletic department email 
listings for athletic directors and academic coordinators. Additional solicitations were 
made by email to community professionals known to work with college student-athletes. 
Universities who agreed to allow their student-athletes to participate were then asked to 
distribute a standard email with a description of the study and a link by email (see 
appendix).  
Data were collected for approximately nine months and analyzed at the 
conclusion of the data collection period. Participants were made aware of the general 
purpose of the study and asked to indicate their willingness to participate voluntarily by 
agreeing to the terms of the approved IRB form, which appeared at the beginning of the 
survey. Any participant who did not affirm the informed consent statement was not 
allowed to participate in the study. Participants were made aware that survey data will 
remain anonymous and participation will not in any way affect athletic eligibility. As 
compensation for participation, all participants were given the chance to enter a random 
drawing for one of 24 $25 amazon.com gift cards. The NCAA confirmed that the random 
chance to win one of these gift cards did not violate any NCAA restrictions on receiving 
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benefits and would not negatively impact participants’ athletic eligibility in any way. 
Upon completion of the online survey, participants who wished to enter the random 
drawing were rerouted to a secure server that stored only an email address of their choice. 
Upon completion of data collection, all participants who entered their email address in 
the drawing were entered into the drawing (SPSS was used to generate a random number 
to correspond with each email entry, and the first 24 random email entries were selected 
as winners). All winners have since been contacted by email and sent their electronic 
amazon.com gift card. Dissertation support grant funding in the amount of $600 was 
granted by the University of Tennessee Psychology Department for the purpose of 
providing this compensation. 
Chapter 4  
Results 
Research Questions 1 and 2 
 Descriptive statistics for the study variables (e.g., means and standard deviations) 
along with bivariate correlations between the variables are presented in Table 2 (see 
appendix). A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the 
contribution of the study variables on satisfaction with coaching. The independent 
variables were entered in three steps, with the demographic variables (i.e., gender, 
race/ethnicity, academic classification, and role on team) entered simultaneously on step 
1; the Big Five Personality variables were entered simultaneously on step 2; and the 
narrow personality traits were entered in a stepwise fashion on step 3. Before the 
hierarchical multiple regression was performed, the independent variables were examined 
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for collinearity. Results of the variance inflation factor (all less than 2.0), and collinearity 
tolerance (all greater than .76) suggest the estimated βs are well established in the 
following regression model. 
 The results of step 1 indicated that the variance accounted for (R
2
) with the first 
four independent variables (gender, race/ethnicity, academic classification, and role on 
the team) equaled .03 (adjusted R
2
 = .01), which was not significant different from zero 
(F(4, 199) = 1.44, p = .221). Academic classification was the only statistically significant 
independent variable, β = -.16, p = .03. In step 2, the Big Five personality variables were 
entered into the regression equation. The change in variance accounted for (ΔR2) was 
equal to .08, which was significantly different from zero (F(9, 194) = 2.73, p = .005). In step 
3, the narrow traits (Optimism, Self-Directed Learning, and Work Drive) were entered 
into the regression equation in a stepwise fashion. Self-Directed Learning and Work 
Drive were excluded from the analysis. The change in variance accounted for by 
Optimism (ΔR2) was equal to .02, which was significantly different from zero (F(10, 193) = 
2.99, p = .002). The standardized regression coefficients (β), for the full model are 
reported in Table 3 (see appendix). Four variables contributed significantly to the 
explanation of satisfaction with coaching: academic classification, role on the team, 
Emotional Stability, and Optimism. 
Research Questions 3 and 4 
 Descriptive statistics for the study variables (e.g., means and standard deviations) 
along with bivariate correlations between the variables are presented in Table 4 (see 
appendix).A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the 
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contribution of the satisfaction with coaching and the personality variables in relation to 
intention to transfer to another institution. The independent variables were entered in 
three steps, with satisfaction with coaching being entered on step 1; the Big Five 
Personality variables were entered simultaneously on step 2; and the narrow personality 
traits were entered in a stepwise fashion on step 3. Before the hierarchical multiple 
regression was performed, the independent variables were examined for collinearity. 
Results of the variance inflation factor (all less than 2.0), and collinearity tolerance (all 
greater than .85) suggest the estimated βs are well established in the following regression 
model. 
 The results of step 1 indicated that the variance accounted for (R
2
) with 
satisfaction with coaching equaled .11 (adjusted R
2
 = .11), which was significantly 
different from zero (F(1, 190) = 23.56, p < .001). In step 2, the Big Five personality 
variables were entered into the regression equation. The change in variance accounted for 
(ΔR2) was equal to .08, which was significantly different from zero (F(6, 185) = 7.15, p < 
.001). In step 3, all the narrow traits were excluded from the regression equation. The 
standardized regression coefficients (β), for the full model are reported in Table 5. Four 
variables contributed significantly to the explanation of intention to transfer: satisfaction 
with coaching, Emotional Stability, Extraversion, and Openness. 
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Chapter 5  
Discussion and Conclusions 
 In support of research hypothesis 1, demographic variables of race/ethnicity and 
sex showed no significant relationship with coaching satisfaction. Though previous 
research suggests differences in the Big Five personality traits by sex (Feingold, 1994; 
Vecchione, Alessandri, Barbaranelli, & Caprara, 2012), the results of this study did not 
yield any significant differences in the prediction of coaching satisfaction by sex. 
Consistent with our results, there are generally no significant personality score 
differences between racial or ethnic groups (Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996). 
  Research hypothesis 2 was also supported. The demographic variables of 
academic classification and role on team helped to significantly explain satisfaction with 
coaching. Upperclass athletes and athletes with a more substantial role on the team 
reported higher levels of satisfaction with their coaching. The theory of work adjustment 
supports the finding that student-athletes who have remained committed to their sport for 
longer periods of time (i.e. upperclass student-athletes) are more likely to be satisfied 
with their coaching experience, as they are more likely to have adjusted to the 
expectations of their particular environment (Juntunen & Even, 2012). Additionally, the 
ASA model proposes that organizations are likely to become more homogenous over 
time as individuals are likely to be attracted to and to select settings within which they 
believe themselves to be a good fit (Slaughter, Stanton, Mohr, & Schoel, 2005).  
 The finding that student-athletes who have a more active role on their team and 
receive more playing/competitive time are more satisfied with their coaching experience 
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in not surprising, as coaches typically have direct control over this aspect of a student-
athlete's athletic experience. Since student-athletes tend to value their athletic experience 
very highly, generally rating it as the most important factor in their decision to attend 
their university (NCAA GOALS study, 2011), having a larger role as an athlete is likely a 
desirable position. It may be more helpful to note that student-athletes who have a lesser 
role on their team may be at risk for lower levels of satisfaction and its associated 
detriments.  
 In regards to the influence of personality on satisfaction with coaching, research 
hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 were partially supported by the findings. The results of this study 
suggest that normal personality traits, defined by the Big Five as well as narrow traits, are 
significantly related to satisfaction with coaching and explain roughly 8% of the variance 
in satisfaction with coaching above and beyond academic classification. Specifically, 
however, only emotional stability and optimism were found to uniquely predict student-
athletes satisfaction with their coaching experience. Based on these findings, it appears 
that certain personality traits as well as certain situational factors (i.e. academic 
classification and role on team) play a large role in satisfaction of college student-
athletes. Future research may explore this if there is a person x situation interaction, 
which conceptually emphasizes attributes and context as they relate to behavior and 
attitudes (Graziano, Meara, Habashi, Sheese, &Tobin, 2007). Lounsbury, Saudargas, and 
Gibson (2004) also cite the importance of examining this trait-by-environment interaction 
in regards to the withdrawal process. 
 In regards to stated research questions 3 and 4, the predicted hypotheses were 
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partially supported. Student-athletes who endorsed lower levels of satisfaction with their 
coaching experience were more likely to consider transferring from their current 
institution, supporting research hypothesis 6. In this case, satisfaction with coaching 
explained roughly 11% of the variance in intent to transfer. It is reasonable to posit, 
therefore, that coaches in this case may act as an environmental factor that strongly 
influences the commitment of their athletes. This adds breadth to previous research 
suggesting that the coach is the most important factor in a student-athletes decision 
making process to attend a particular university (NCAA, etc.). Additionally, this finding 
is consistent with vocational research suggesting that poor employee satisfaction is 
negatively associated with measures of job loyalty (Lam & Ozorio, 2012). In regards to 
research hypothesis 7, the Big Five traits added significant additional prediction of 
satisfaction with coaching. Specifically, lower levels of emotional stability and openness 
predicted higher intent to transfer. Additionally, student-athletes with higher extraversion 
were found to be more likely to express intent to transfer. This is consistent with findings 
in which higher extraversion and lower emotional stability were significant for the use of 
the Attraction-Selection-Attrition model for traditional college students (Slaughter, 
Stanton, Mohr, & Schoel, 2005). Lounsbury, Park, Sundstrom, Williamson, and 
Pemberton (2004), also found that extraversion and emotional stability, as part of a model 
including optimism and assertiveness, predict career satisfaction. Additionally, 
extraversion is related to ambition and job search efficacy (Zimmerman, Boswell, Shipp, 
Dunford, & Boudreau, 2012). Higher levels of openness and neuroticism have also been 
found to relate to increased relationship conflict (Bono, Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002), 
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which is significant in light of the finding that dissatisfaction with coach is strongly 
related to intent to leave. Openness, however, has generally shown to be an inconsistent 
predictor of career success (Wille, Fruyt, & Feys, 2013), as both commitment to an 
organization and intent to transfer to a new organization are likely to both inherently 
require higher levels of openness. Since satisfaction with the coaching relationship is a 
strong predictor of intent to leave. Research hypothesis 8 was unsupported as no narrow 
traits added significant prediction of intent to transfer. Since specific personality traits 
help explain intent to transfer significantly above and beyond satisfaction with coaching, 
it seems that a personality-environment interaction may be a major influence on student-
athletes retention. Essentially, both internal and external variables have been identified 
that point to increased likelihood of transfer.  
 Though intent to transfer was measured in this study, a number of studies in 
vocational settings suggest that intent to quit an organization is actually the direct 
antecedent to turnover and that there is a consistent relationship between intention to 
leave and actual leaving (Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979; see also Lounsbury, 
Saudargas, & Gibson, 2004). Additionally, this finding may help to explain the role of 
academic classification as it relates to satisfaction with coaching. Since athletes who are 
dissatisfied with their coaching experience are more likely to consider transferring and 
hence more likely to actually leave, it is possible that the upperclass athletes who stayed 
were generally more satisfied in the first place and that athletes who were unsatisfied 
have already transferred. In this study alone 3.1% of student-athletes (n=6) endorsed that 
they were currently considering transferring. Therefore, it reasonable to assume in this 
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case that 3.1% of student-athletes in this study alone are very likely to actually transfer. 
This phenomenon may place considerable strain on both the individual athlete, their 
team, the university athletic program and should not be taken lightly. After all, retention 
within the athletic department also directly affects overall retention rates of the university 
itself.  
Implications 
 From a practical standpoint, there are a number of conditions for which the results 
of this research can be usefully applied. First, assessing and identifying student-athletes 
who are likely to have a more difficult time transitioning into their role within a 
collegiate setting allows for the opportunity to intervene in ways that may facilitate their 
ability to adapt to their new environment, increasing the likelihood of their satisfaction 
and success (McNamara & Collins, 2010; see also Schlossberg, 1981). McNamara and 
Collins (2010) make the case that the development of psychological coping skills be 
included as a part of talent development initiatives for student-athletes in an effort to 
"[smooth] the pathway to success and [reduce] the incidence of dropout" (p. 353). 
Developmental programming through athletic academic services, career services, or 
counseling services aimed at increasing optimism and emotional stability through stress 
tolerance and coping skills is likely to be most helpful based on our results. Female 
student-athletes in particular have been shown to benefit from the use of positive coping 
skills in resilience to negative life events and resistance to illness (Yi, Smith, & Vitaliano, 
2005). Though personality traits are considered to be generally stable, relatively brief 
training designed to enhance emotional competence in college students was found to 
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bring about significant positive long-term increases in extraversion and agreeableness as 
well as significant long-term decreases in neuroticism (Nelis et al., 2011). The 
development of increased emotional competence also significantly increased 
psychological well-being, subjective health, quality of social relationships, and 
employability (Nelis et al., 2011). This type of approach aims at modifying personality 
variables, which are shown in fact to have considerable change during one's college years 
(Siegler et al., 1990). At this particular developmental transition college student-athletes 
may be at a particularly vulnerable and beneficial time for the implementation of 
strategies and skills that may increase the likelihood of retention based on personality-
environment fit. While this is not an entirely new concept, as programming is already in 
place within both athletic and traditional college student environments (i.e. residence hall 
programming), knowledge of personality traits that make student-athletes particularly 
vulnerable to a difficult transition may prove useful in tailoring these programs for 
maximum efficacy. Additionally, when considering the role of an athlete on her team and 
its impact on satisfaction, it may be particularly important to work to improve the 
satisfaction of new athletes who do not yet have a large role within the team (i.e. 
underclassmen) or athletes who are injured and this removed from their role temporarily.  
 Predicting intention to withdraw is also a vital implication of the current research. 
Though student-athletes actually have higher graduation levels than traditional college 
students (Rishe, 2003), this study suggests that the intent for collegiate student-athlete 
attrition is likely to be largely related to satisfaction with their coaching experience, a 
factor that is not applicable for traditional students. It stands to reason, therefore, that 
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interventions that aim to increase the quality of this relationship and enhance the fit 
between coach and athlete will be likely to increase the commitment to retention as well. 
Since satisfaction has been identified as a key factor in job turnover, assessing 
satisfaction of student-athletes based on personality traits can identify athletes who are 
sensitive to intent to transfer or dropout of sport and/or school and can guide 
interventions for increasing satisfaction levels of these individuals, as is consistent with 
the Attraction-Selection-Attrition model of vocational selection and turnover.  
 Another possible application would be the use of personality measurement for the 
purpose of screening during the recruitment process. While research warns against the 
use of personality research simply for the assumption of performance potential (Morris, 
2010), a process that includes personality measures to supplement what is already known 
about the skills and interests of the student-athletes could prove useful. This is likely to 
be beneficial from the standpoint of both the student-athlete and the coach. For example, 
if a student-athlete is aware that they are likely to fit best in a setting within which they 
will get personalized, directive coaching style, they can ask questions of prospective 
athletic programs and coaches that help them to make them the best recruiting decision 
for their individual style. This is again consistent with the Attraction-Selection-Attrition 
framework recommending personality-environment fit as a major predictor 
organizational employment decisions (Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995; Slaughter, 
Stanton, Mohr, & Schoel, 2005).  
 Similarly, while a coach may not turn away an athlete who displays superior 
athletic talent because of a personality-environment mismatch, an awareness of the needs 
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of a particularly talented athlete may help the coach to adjust his or her coaching style 
facilitate the satisfaction and performance of this athlete. Specifically, if an athlete is low 
in openness, she may have a particularly difficult time adapting to a new coaching style, 
especially if this coaching style involves novel practices unknown to the athlete 
previously. Knowing this may guide a coach to adjusting their coaching style accordingly 
as the athlete adjusts to this new system. Personality inventories are already within work 
settings and within the professional athletic realm to screen candidates for fit and 
performance potential (Gardner, 2001; Lounsbury, Saudargas, & Gibson, 2004; Schmit & 
Ryan, 1993). In fact, this is a more equitable way of assessing individual differences that 
are not demographically marginalizing, as cognitive aptitude and intelligence tests have 
been found to be (Lounsbury Saudargas, & Gibson, 2004).  
 Developmental coaching for coaches themselves may help facilitate the creation 
of an environment within which their student-athletes are more likely to thrive. Often 
done with business managers and executives, developmental leadership training for 
coaches could help to identify skills deficits, remove psychological and organizational 
barriers to performance, and improve interpersonal effectiveness (Berman & Bradt, 
2006), thus improving the chances for creating a more satisfactory environment for 
student-athletes. One of the major roles of a coach is maximize the potential of their 
athletes, and an awareness and nurturance of fit between a coach and athletes styles is 
likely to produce the best chances in reaching this goal. 
Directions for Future Research 
 There are a number of areas for future research that could clarify and expand upon 
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the results of the current study. Directions for future research could aim to examine sport 
specific questions and team based differences. This will be important in continuing to 
build on the personality-environment fit framework and in tailoring specific interventions 
for best practice with certain populations (i.e. by team, individual, or sport). Future 
research could also attempt to acquire data from coaches as a means for examining 
specific coach-by-coach environmental factors that factor into the coach-athlete fit for a 
particular team and/or athlete. Personality and satisfaction data from coaches would 
round out the model for person-environment fit within the athletic setting, much in the 
same way that knowledge of specific job environments helps create a model for a better 
fit with employee personality.  
Limitations 
 Several limitations of the current study should be acknowledged. In this study no 
measures of coach personality traits were administered. Satisfaction of student-athletes 
with their coaching experience was unidirectional, based only on the self-report of the 
athletes themselves. Since I was unable to collect data from specific coaches and 
subsequently match it with their respective athletes, it was not possible to examine the 
reciprocal relationship of personality traits within the coach-athlete relationship that may 
be in place. Due to their already hefty time demands and often high-profile status, 
collecting data from collegiate student-athletes is quite difficult; similarly, collecting data 
from collegiate coaches is rarely done due to its difficulty.  Future research should 
attempt to address this deficit in data collected from coach themselves, as it is likely to 
provide increased explanation of the dynamics of this relationship, as the importance of 
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reciprocity in relationship dynamics has been cited extensively (Conroy & Coatsworth, 
2006; Jowett & Nezlek, 2011; Wylleman, 2000). Additionally, protecting the 
confidentiality of participants would need to be carefully considered in when collecting 
data from a coach and her respective athletes. A case study approach may be an 
appropriate first step in addressing this concern.  
 Additionally, when this study was proposed, I planned to do sport-by-sport 
comparisons of satisfaction. However, while the total number of participants was 
sufficient for total sample analyses, there were not enough participants representing each 
sport to allow for sport-by-sport comparisons (see participants section for number of 
participants by sport). Since the majority of the data collected in this study represented 
track & field and cross country athletes, it would be interesting to see if these findings 
hold up in a sample that represents a larger variety of sport representation. This would 
allow for the possibility of sport-by-sport comparisons as well as the examination of 
specific sport findings.  
 Nevertheless, it is clear from the current study that the study of personality traits 
within athletics is a fruitful area of investigation that can provide insight into factors that 
may be crucial in improving the experience and retention of this special population of 
performers.  
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Table 2 
Summary of the Bivariate Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Personality Variables (1-5 point scale) and Satisfaction 
with Coaching (1-7 point scale) 
 
            
Measure             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   M SD 
 
1. Satisfaction with Coaching   -- .14* -.02* .21** .01 .05 .01 .16* .01  4.65 1.64 
 
2. Agreeable      -- .26** .24** .07 .13 .15* .09 .29**  4.02 0.56  
 
3. Conscientious      -- .07 .01 .01 .17* .16* .36**  3.77 0.84 
     
4. Emotional Stability        -- .26** -.05 018** .32** .09  3.29 0.75  
 
5. Extraversion         -- .30** .23** .33** .05  3.60 0.79  
  
6. Openness           -- .38**    .24** .26**  3.83 0.59 
   
7. Self-Directed Learning          -- .34** .53**  3.66 0.78 
 
8. Optimism             -- .24**  4.14 0.65  
 
9. Work Drive              --  3.36 0.82 
Note. N = 204; * p < .05; ** p< .01; All frequencies for demographic variables (sex, race, academic classification, and role in sport) are listed under 
‘Participants’ in the Method section.  
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Table 3 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Satisfaction with 
Coaching Experience  
 
  
Satisfaction with Coach 
Predictor ∆R² β 
Step 1 .028  
     Sex    -.051 
     Race  .028 
     Academic Classification  -.160* 
     Role on Team  -.101 
Step 2 .084  
     Sex  -.045 
     Race  .077 
     Academic Classification  -.212* 
     Role on Team  -.128 
     Agreeableness  .132 
     Conscientiousness  -.061 
     Emotional Stability  .246* 
     Extraversion  -.089 
     Openness  .110 
Step 3  .022  
     Sex  -.046 
     Race  .100 
     Academic Classification  -.217* 
     Role on Team  -.144* 
     Agreeableness  .143 
     Conscientiousness  -.085 
     Emotional Stability  -.206* 
     Extraversion  -.136 
     Openness  .067 
     Optimism  .174* 
     Work Drive  --- 
     Self-Directed Learning   --- 
Total R
2 
.134  
N 204  
Note: Satisfaction with coach refers to satisfaction with coaching experience and is the 
combination of measures of Ability Utilization, Strategy, Personal Treatment, and Training and 
Instruction 
ᵃRole on team refers to active participants in 100% of matches (i.e. starter or 2nd string), 
participants in less than 100% but more than 50% of matches (i.e. major contributor, 3
rd
 string), 
participants in less than 50% of matches (i.e. contributor), and participants who endorse their 
role as ‘other’ 
*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01 
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Table 4 
Summary of the Bivariate Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Personality Variables (1-5 point scale), Satisfaction with 
Coaching (1-7 point scale), and Intent to Transfer (1-6 point scale) 
 
            
Measure            1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 M SD 
 
1. Intent to Transfer   -- -.33** -.04 .08 -.24** .06 -.10 -.02 -.11 -.01 1.48 0.81  
 
2. Satisfaction with Coaching   -- .14 -.01 .21** -.01 .03 .00 .12 .03 4.66 1.62 
 
3. Agreeable      -- .27 .24** .02 .09 .13 .08 .29 4.01 0.56  
 
4. Conscientious      -- .07 -.02 -.01 .14 .14 .35 3.78 0.84  
    
5. Emotional Stability        -- .26** -.05 .18** .32** .09 3.28 0.75  
 
6. Extraversion         -- .26 .20 .37 .05 3.57 0.80  
  
7. Openness           --     .37 .27 .29 3.82 0.58  
  
8. Self-Directed Learning          -- .39 .55 3.66 0.76 
 
9. Optimism             -- .21 4.16 0.60  
 
10. Work Drive             -- 3.37 0.83  
Note. N = 192; * p < .05; ** p< .01 
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Table 5 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Intent to Transfer  
  
Intention to Transfer 
Predictor ∆R² β 
Step 1 .011  
     Satisfaction with Coaching     -.332** 
Step 2 .078  
     Satisfaction with Coaching  -.285** 
     Agreeableness  .047 
     Conscientiousness  .077 
     Emotional Stability  -.263** 
     Extraversion  .165* 
     Openness  -.168* 
Step 3  ---  
     Satisfaction with Coaching  --- 
     Agreeableness  --- 
     Conscientiousness  --- 
     Emotional Stability  --- 
     Extraversion  --- 
     Openness  --- 
     Optimism  --- 
     Work Drive  --- 
     Self-Directed Learning   --- 
Total R
2 
.188  
N 192  
Note: In Step 3 all narrow personality traits were excluded from the analysis, since they did not 
additional explained variance to the model.  
*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01 
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